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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

In response to die Office Action dated March 8, 2006, no claims have been cancelled, 
amended or added. Claims 1-24 remain in the application. Rje-examinarion and re-consideradon of 
the application is requested. 

II. Prior Art Rejection.s 

In paragraph (2) of the Office Action, claims 1-24 were rejected undct 35 U.S.C §l03(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,493,325 (Hjalmtysson) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,181,734 (Palermo). 

Applicants' attomey respectfully traversess this rejection. 

Palermo does not teach loatUng a vocoder into a called parp'x handset based on a particular Me ofmimrk 
commtmimting with a catlinQparty's handset 

Palermo mctcly States diat a vocoder is loaded into a handset based on the type of network 
^.e., waveform) communicaring with that handset Palermo does not teach or suggest loading one 
of a plurality of vocoders into a called party's handset based on a particular type of network being 
used by a calling party's handset. 

Jijalm^sson does not teach transmiltmsa imtificafirm to p ct^lledparp*s netmork that a ca/Hno^ party's 
havdtet is callinpjwm a particular type of network, and then loading a mcoder^into the called 
party's handset based on a transimtted natijication 

In one instance, Hjalmtysson merely states that Internet telephones may operate using 
different telephone applicarion software, that is, each may employ different coding and decoding 
techniques which in fact could be proprietary techniques- See, coL 3, Unes 33-65. Hjalmtysson 
provides a method for overcoming this problem whereby one of the Internet phones can notify the 
other Internet phone at the beginning of the call and identify the coding/ decoding technique that 
the Inremec phone wishes to use in connection with the calL However, in this inscance^ both 
Internet telephones are on die same type of netwodt, namely the Internet, and the coding/ decoding 
software is not loaded into the called party's handset based on the type of network communicaring 
with the calling party's handset. 
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In another instance, where one caller uses a standard telephone and the other caller uses an 
Internet telephone, Hjalmtysson merely states that that a gateway within die network can bridge the 
call by loading die appropriate software and performing the desired translation. See, coL 5> line 63 — 
col. 6, line 31, However, in diis instance, the gateway, not the called party's phone, loads the 
coding/ decoding software in order to translate tbe call. 

Thus, Hjalmtyssoa does not teach or suggest transmitdng a notificadon to a called part/s 
network that a calling patty's handset is calling &om a particular type of network, and dien loading 
one of a plwality of software-defined vocoders into the called party's handset based on the 
transmitted notificadon. 

Eve^ mben combined, Palermo and }-ija]mtysson da not teach or nicest j^ppBcants^ invention 
Applicants* attorney also submits that, even when combined, Palermo and Hjalmtysson do 

not teach or suggest all the limitadons of Applicants' claimed invention. Instead, the combination of 

Palermo and Hjalmtysson teaches: 

(1) loading a vocoder into the called parry's handset based on the type of network being 
used by the called party's handset, not the type of network being used by the calling 
party's handset (Palermo), 

(2) loading a vocoder into a called party's handset based on the type of vocoder in the 
calling party's handset, not the type of network being used by the calling parry*s 
handset (Hjalmtysson), and 

(3) loading a vocoder into a gateway in the network wlien one party uses an Internet 
phone and the other party uses a standard phone, so diat tbe gateway can translate 
the call, not die called party^s phone (Hjalmtysson), 

Applicants' invention, on the other hand, loads one of a plurality of vocoders into a called 
party's handset based on a notification cransmitced to the called party's network that a calling party's 
handset is calling from a partiailar type of network. 

Thus, Applicants' attorney submits that independent claims 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, and 21 are 
allowable over Hjalmtysson and Palermo. Further, dependent claims 2-4, 6-8, 10-12, 14-16, 18-20, 
and 22-24 are submitted to be allowable over Hjalmtysson and Palermo in the same manner, 
because they ate dependent on independent claims 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, and 21, respectively, and thus 
contain all die limitations of the independent claims. In addition, dependent claims 2-4, 6-8, 10-12, 
14-16, 18-20, and 22-24 recice additional novel elements not shown by Hjalmtysson and Palermo. 
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III. Conclusion 

In view of the above, it is submitted that this application is now in good order for aflowance 
and such allowance is respectfully solicited Should the Examiner believe minor matters still remain that 
can be resolved in a telephone interview, the Examiner is tirged to call Applicants* undersigned 
atrorxwy. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GATES & COOPER LLP 
Attorneys for Applicants 

Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, Califonaia 90045 
(310) 641-^7^ 

Date: June 8, 2006 

Name/ G^rge H, Gates 
GHG/ Reg, No.: 33^00 
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